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A few years ago the word totalitarian was unknown. The pop- 
ular use of the term has its origin in Mussolini’s famous article on 
the Fascistic doctrine. Mussolini probably took the expression 
totalitarian from Hegel’s Philosophy of Law, where the word is 
used to characterize the organic unity of the people. “Liberalism,” 
wrote Mussolini, “negates the state in the interest of the single 
individual. Fascism affirms the state as the true reality of the in- 
dividual. It is for the only freedom which can seriously be con- 
sidered—the freedom of the state and of the individual within the 
state-—because for the Fascist everything is in the state, and outside 
of the state nothing legal or spiritual can exist or still less be of 
value. In this sense Fascism is totalitarian.” 

The word totalitarian today is applied to many different phe- 
nomena. Not only Hitler’s Third Reich but also the Soviet Union, 
existing many years before Mussolini’s article appeared, are des- 
ignated as totalitarian systems of states. The National Socialists 
themselves, however, do not characterize their regime as a totalitar- 
ian state. They use the formula, totalitarian movement, which 
dominates and commands the state. Thereby, they attempt to 
emphasize the difference of their regime dominated by the Nazi 
movement as the expression of the popular will from the absolutistic 
state, from the monarchies and their bureaucracies which were op- 
posed to the wishes of the people and had often no national and 
racial basis. According to this National Socialist conception, the 
term, totalitarian state, presumes a domination of the people from 
above, whereas the Third Reich places, or alleges to place, the 
machinery of the administration and the bureaucracy in the service 
of the people, represented by the movement and its leader. The 
Soviet Union avoids the word totalitarian not only because it was 
used for the first time by Italian Fascism, but also because it is op- 
posed to the aims of the official Communistic doctrine. According 
to Lenin’s doctrine the state, this instrument of terroristic domina- 
tion of society by one class, shall wither away. The dictatorship of 
the proletariat has as its end the abolition of all differences and 
therefore of the state. 
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Why are the expressions totalitarian and totalitarian state so 
popular? I think this popularity is based on the belief that these 
expressions offer the possibility of developing a common char- 
acteristic of all the systems opposed to modern democracies. The 
more or less indefinite ideas connoted by the word totalitarian are 
expressed in the proposition—modern democracies protect in- 
dividual rights and liberties, whereas totalitarian systems suppress 
and destroy them. But this formula does not sufficiently describe 
the specific character of totalitarianism. For, if it did it would 
follow that every state is either a modern democracy or a totalitar- 
ian state. But this assertion is false, even though it might be very 
useful for actual polemics.. To avoid this too general and vague a 
use of the concept totalitarian, we shall discuss, first, the character 
of modern democracies and their distinction from the liberal and 
authoritarian systems. 


II 


Modern democracies are systems institutionally characterized 
by a combination of two elements: first, government must be based 
on the consent of the governed; this view is expressed by the institu- 
tion of universal suffrage. Secondly, there are individual rights, 
which have to be respected and protected by the state. This belief 
existed before universal suffrage was granted; it was dominant 
also under liberal aristocracies, that is, political systems in which 
specific groups, often determined more by wealth than by birth, 
were the self-evident ruling groups. But today the second liberal 
element is most intimately connected with the first democratic 
element. Today modern democracies stress not only government 
by the people, but government for the rights of individuals and of 
social groups. Without respect for these individual rights it would 
not be possible to determine specifically the relations between 
government and governed. No elections are possible without re- 
spect for the bill of rights. 

It is clear that these fundamental ideas can be organized and 
expressed in many different manners. There is the American system 
with a written constitution, separation of powers and judicial con- 
trol. There is the English system, in which tradition serves as a 
check upon the unlimited sovereignty of Parliament. However dif- 
ferent is the organization of modern democracies—they are all char- 
acterized by a combination of the democratic and liberal element. 
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But unquestionably this combination is today not self-evident as one 
believed it to be during the years as the modern democracies spread 
victoriously, at least as ideals, around the world. We know again 
that the liberal element is not necessarily connected with the dem- 
ocratic; we observe again, too, that government can be exercised 
by one man or by one group which is not bound to obtain from 
time to time the consent of the people expressed in electoral results. 
It must be noted that monarchies or aristocracies of different types 
need not be tyrannies or oligarchies violating human rights by not 
aiming at the common good. 

All these regimes are nondemocratic; but they differ widely 
from one another. A big gap divides the absolute monarchy in 
which sometimes the king is the one representative of the people, 
united with his subjects by the common opposition against aristoc- 
racy, from the liberal aristocracies. However, both have one 
feature in common, namely political unity is realized from above; 
it is not dependent upon periodic consent of the people. Orig- 
inally, the individual right or rights of every citizen, as they exist in 
modern democracies, were unknown, even when rights of special 
groups were recognized. The king, for instance, could conclude 
contracts with barons or cities, imposing upon him certain duties 
and, on the other hand, granting him certain rights. The concept 
of abstract individual rights originates as opposition to the ab- 
solutistic state—the rights of certain groups are expressed as gen- 
eral rights—and this anti-absolutistic opposition is the connecting 
link between a monarchic authoritarian regime and a liberal aris- 
tocracy which claims to be the representative of the people by 
nature. This liberal aristocracy is then overwhelmed in the regime 
of the modern democracy, which no longer gives to a particular 
group the function to represent the people by nature. It is. of 
central importance for the understanding of the totalitarian systems 
of our time not to identify them with nondemocratic or even with 
nonliberal regimes. This is true not only for the regimes of the past, 
but also for the regimes of our time. The assumption that the 
totalitarian state is the alternative of modern democracy is er- 
roneous. 


III 


What is the difference between the totalitarian regime and the 
authoritarian-absolutistic or aristocratic-liberal state? Differing 
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from the liberal type, the totalitarian regime does not recognize an 
organized limitation of the political realm and power; differing 
from the authoritarian type, it does not recognize a transmission of 
the holders of authority by heredity and traditionalistic rules. These 
differences are basic for the specific features of the totalitarian 
regimes. They have four especially characteristic elements. 


First, there is a specific ruling group, which differs from the 
aristocratic and liberal elites in not being determined as a heredi- 
tary or economic group. This group is an artificially organized 
unity under a leadership and hierarchy which were originally 
recognized in a free voluntary manner and by the acceptance of a 
platform. This group does. not dissolve after the conquest of power 
but uses existing administrative and political mechanism and insti- 
tutions as its instruments. The instrumental relation between the 
one party and the machinery of the state is a specific problem of 
the totalitarian state. One cannot compare these organized elites 
with the bureaucracies of the old absolutistic states—it is not 
dominated by the idea of observing certain rules and of fulfilling 
objective functions but is dominated by political power aims. Thus 
far, one can agree with the National Socialist jurist, Carl Schmitt, 


who said that the old bureaucratic state of Hegel died with the 
Third Reich. 


Secondly, the unity and the dominating function of this group 
presupposes a specific absolute belief in its mission. The old social 
and traditional justification of the ruling group is replaced by the 
political world outlook or religion. They demonstrate the necessity 
of the domination of the one party and exclude as a social or 
political possibility the circulation of different groups as holders of 
power. This political religion may have the most different “‘dog- 
mas”—the Communist party appears as the necessary instrument 
for the realization of social paradise. The National Socialist party 
is the elite of the German people, which is by its essence destined 
to have a dominant position. ‘he most important function of the 
political religion consists in the justification of the elite and its 
unlimited power. Political religion substitutes for the discussion of 
the objective correctness of the actions of the legislature the appeal 
to authority; a decision made by Hitler, Stalin or Mussolini proves 


in itself that this decision is right. Wrote Hobbes: “Not truth but 
authority makes the law.” 


Thirdly, the existence of political religion is connected with the 
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production of public opinion from above. Public opinion has to 
prove the correctness and the power of the political religion by 
acclamation of its bearers. The political religion of the totalitarian 
state is different from the political religion in the absolutistic regime 
by being not only the worship of one person or one dynasty, but at 
the same time the worship of the mass represented by the leading 
elite and the leader. Passive exterior acceptance of authority is 
not sufficient, but as Carl Schmitt says in criticizing Hobbes, com- 
plete interior assent is necessary. The aristocratic-liberal and mod- 
ern democratic regimes, both opposed to the absolutistic one, do 
not have an official form of public opinion. The individual himself 
decides what is his opinion, at least that is the legal fiction. The 
totalitarian state knows the individual only as an instrument of the 
state, as a completely submerged part of the national or social com- 
munity and as a mouthpiece of the political religion. 


Fourthly, the production and continuous approval of political 
religion, the obligatory world outlook, presumes a concentration 
and diffusion of power without precedent in history; that excludes 
identification of the totalitarian state with an organic state, recog- 
nizing independent rights of groups and social entities, the most 
important of which is the family. The corporations of the totalitar- 
ian state are only instruments of power and of control. All direct 
instruments and means of power are in the hands of the state or, 
more exactly, in the hands of the movement dominating the state; 
if a direct control is sometimes avoided, it is only by technical 
power consideration. Hitler would have signed his own downfall 
had he tried at once to assume leadership of the army. During a 
long period the Soviet Union had to use bourgeois specialists. Not 
only direct instruments of power are used but also all indirect pos- 
sibilities, all potentials are exploited and calculated as means to 
increase and to intensify power. The old absolutistic state knew 
the negative control of public opinion by censorship and suppres- 
sion of opposition groups. These negative means are not only 
organized by the totalitarian regime in the most complete and 
systematic manner but are also combined with means of positive 
regulation. Education and all possible means to influence the 
people are taken over by the state and the totalitarian movement. 
One should note also that the concept of education and influence 
on the people are expanded in concepts without limits. They 
embrace everything, from religious Jife to sports, from the most in- 
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significant hobby-club to the family. Not only working hours are 
embraced but also the hours of recreation. The totalitarian state 
does not appear as representing one particular group but as ema- 
nation of the masses. Thereby its power is expanded and intensified. 
There is no realm in which its power does not intervene or at least 
could not intervene. Power has no more a subsidiary function as a 
means to protect life, to enforce law—life is meaningful only as 
expression of power. Law is a technical concept, a means to 
organize power, not an ordinance of reason as thought by St. 
Thomas. 


IV 


One cannot understand the totalitarian state without analyzing 
the forces and the situations which made it possible. Therefore, we 
shall discuss those social developments which have brought about 
the rise of these modern Leviathans. Then we shall conclude with 
some remarks on the position of the totalitarian state in the progress 
of modern secularization and its relations with the Catholic church. 
Now we shall enumerate the presuppositions of the totalitarian 
state. 

First, the totalitarian state has to be seen as a reaction against 
the skepticism, relativism and historicism characteristic for the 
modern democracy of our days. Modern democracies are con- 
nected with their origin as opposition against the absolutistic state. 
They believe, on the one hand, that the individual is able to decide 
on political affairs; they have the opinion, on the other hand, that 
the rights of the political power against the individual have to be 
limited. If these beliefs and opinions dissolve, the fundamentals of 
modern democracy are in danger. [t continues to exist as a system 
to which one is accustomed, because it has become a tradition and 
there seems to exist no other alternative. But if historicism, rela- 
tivism, and skepticism describe every political order as a regime of 
specific interests and every idea as ideology of particular pressure 
groups dangerous tendencies originate to replace belief in com- 
promises with the help of peaceful negotiations by the longing to 
obtain clear solutions using decisions from above. If the belief in 
reason and objective aims of human life no longer exists political 
life’ is only a problem of power-political techniques. It is not pos- 
sible to resist vigorously by skepticism successful dictation from 
above or oppose successfully only by relativism the propaganda 
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myths which are supported by a ruthless power-will and a well- 
organized machinery. The totalitarian state in Western Europe 
has to be characterized as a product of fatigue; after the period of 
the individualistic belief in “everything is possible” follows the 
period of the collectivistic belief in “everything is possible from 
above.” If the belief in common, objective norms no longer exists, 
everything can be accepted. Actual success, efficiency, then is the 
decisive criterion. Efficiency is no longer connected—as in the old 
utilitarianism-——with the interest of the individual but with the 
interest of the group powerful and skillful enough to appear as 
necessarily representative of the collectivity. 


Secondly, one has to understand the totalitarian state as a re- 
action against the dissolution of political unity. The bolshevistic 
party in Russia helped to accelerate the march toward complete 
anarchy started during the war, after the abdication of the czar, 
in order to be finally the single organized and disciplined group in 
the universal chaos. The totalitarian state was realized in Italy and 
Germany as a reaction against the lack of unity and cooperation 
between the different parties and groups. The movement towards 
modern democracy presumed a government against which one has 
to protect and to secure individual liberties and rights and whose 
activity has to be controlled. But if there is no stable government 
at all and if the belief in an apparently self-evident constitution is 
lacking, the danger of a complete political dissolution occurs. The 
state and its conventions are threatened then by a nascent war of 
all against all. If this individualistic struggle for spoils is connected 
with exterior difficulties, if its consequences are not outbalanced by 
a more or less good working of the economic machinery, if there 
is general material insecurity, a reaction against its presuppositions 
starts. One group claims to have the monopoly for decisions, and 
it can claim to have solutions for real problems; the individualistic 
liberties appear as cause for the chaotic situation or as means for 
the domination of more or less small groups behind the scene—the 
domination of the famous invisible government. The system of 
basing a democracy on the balance between different groups, pre- 
venting each other from becoming too powerful cannot work if the 
most elementary security and stability are no longer existing. 

Thirdly, the character of the totalitarian state as a reaction 
against individualistic dissolution is demonstrated also by its rela- 
tion to technical progress. Technical progress is neutral towards 


THE TOTALITARIAN STATE 521 


ideas—it is completely wrong to bring reason and technical progress 
in continuous necessary connection. Technical progress can be in 
the service of the most different aims and can be connected with a 
regress in wisdom and culture, though originally it was based on 
real progress in knowledge. The totalitarian state can be more 
useful for technical progress than the modern democracy. ‘Tenden- 
cies towards the maximum increase and intensity of power concen- 
tration favor technical rationality no longer checked and limited by 
traditional and moral barriers. One of the most important features 
of the totalitarian state is that it applies the most perfect and mod- 
ern technical methods to political life. The irrationality of the aim 
—the political religion—permits and favors the maximum ratio- 
nality of all means, from propaganda to war preparation. The 
totalitarian state power machinery which is most perfectly organ- 
ized differs from the old absolutistic state by taking into account 
mass enthusiasm and the relativistic skeptical environment. This 
environment is therefore unable to meet the preparations for the 
attacks and the attacks themselves with the corresponding energy 
and all-embracing ruthlessness. The perfect propaganda techniques 
of the totalitarian state consist not only in the play of one adversary 
against the other; but in the combination of the most intensive 
and embracing war preparations with the loudest of peace 
promises. The skeptics abroad are by this means made more and 
more helpless—they believe that after all, even the totalitarian state 
does not take its own principles too seriously. 


Fourthly, all the social and psychological presumptions of the 
totalitarian state have to be observed from the background of all 
modern history. Unquestionably, the statement is correct that the 
development of modern political theories can be characterized as a 
continuous regression of transcendent justification of the political 
orders. The Middle Ages based the unity and the aim of the 
political order on the common good, which is not, of course, deter- 
mined in a materialistic or utilitarian manner. It has a meta- 
physical-ethical character; it corresponds to the idea of the natural 
law, which can be known by the human mind as reflecting the order 
of creation. Not organizing constitutional stipulations but the 
observation of the natural law guarantees human rights. These 
ideas are presumed also in the quarrels concerning the competence 
of the spiritual and secular authorities. During the rule of the 
absolute state the idea of the common good is replaced by em- 
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phasis upon political unity, the sovereignty. This emphasis can 
assume a completely immanentistic character—politics are then, 
as for Machiavelli, a technical art to maintain and increase power. 
But besides this amoralistic immanentism we can observe the old 
metaphysical concept, though the natural law is separated from the 
church and develops to a more or less antitheological, pure, self- 
sufficient ordre naturel. This ordre naturel presumes belief 
in the unity of a common human nature—and this belief is one of 
the fundamentals of modern democracy, opposing abstract indi- 
vidual right to the absolutistic regime. Those regimes are believed 
to be unable to secure the common good—because they know only 
the rights of the ruler, which are now opposed by the rights of the 
ruled. Sometimes, as in the case of the Utilitarian, the rational 
character of the natural order retreats and a psychology of common 
interests becomes decisive. Then the role to realize the unity of the 
sovereignty is transferred from the king to the nation and its repre- 
sentatives. ‘The immanent character of the political ideologies is 
now completed—the political order is self-sufficient as apparent 
realization of abstract individual rights. 


But this assumed harmony does not correspond with the reality. 
The economic inequality remains and increases, at least as a work- 
ing psychological factor. The negative evaluation of their in- 
equality becomes more and more important as the general in- 
security expands by war and economic crises. Modern democracy, 
until now regarded as something self-evident or at least as a regime 
of the future, is no longer sufficient to create unity between groups 
and individuals. Proletarian socialism appears as a movement 
proclaiming the insufficient character of political democracy. But 
this socialism is connected with one particular social group, the 
proletariat, and does not attract groups originally more deeply 
rooted in tradition and unwilling to accept the leadership of the 
proletariat. The longing for a strong man or regime appears. 
Socialism and communism as negations of the present are felt to be 
real dangers, being movements trying to create a new unity at the 
expense of the traditions. These traditions are in turn summarized 
in the national unity, to which all other realms of life have to be 
subordinated, whereas modern democracy appears to be unable to 
resist successfully the socialistic-communistic dissolution. 


Fifthly, we observe the totalitarian state rising as a result of the 
following sociopsychological development: the belief in national 
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or utilitarian harmony is replaced by relativism. But this relativism 
does not work. New religions, political religions, rise and oppose it. 
The turn toward immanentism has destroyed the transcendent justi- 
fication of the society and the political order. The first political 
religion is nothing more than the radical and open acceptance of 
immanentism. The political-social orders are self-sufficient; religion 
as well as spiritual philosophy is superfluous. Only after the right 
organization of the society can one address the problems of the 
individual, and these are believed solved by the creation of com- 
munism. But the politico-social religion, which reduces everything 
to a social order as the aim of humanity and its history, presumes a 
rationalistic utilitarian psychology. This psychology does not cor- 
respond to the general attitude toward life. One is deceived by 
overestimation of the importance of scientific or allegedly scientific 
arguments and is looking for a new unity beyond all arguments and 
interests. This form of unity is given in the national community. 
And this community is identified with groups directed as well 
against the relativistic modern democracies as against the utopian 
rationalism. The nationalistic political religion consists in the ac- 
ceptance of the national leader, and this acceptance is at the same 
time combined with the cool calculation of the useful power means. 
Blind obedience towards the deified leadership, on the one side, 
and cynical amoralism on the other are combined. This combina- 
tion unites in the long run the two political religions—the Marxistic 
belief in objective laws of development destroys itself. No longer 
does Marxism determine the Marxist leader; the Marxist leader 
decides what Marxism has to be. The totalitarian state based upon 
this political religion despises the masses much more than did the 
old absolutistic state. The old state considered the masses as passive 
instruments; the totalitarian state attempts to hypnotize them into 
positive enthusiasm. One has also to take into consideration the 
fact that the activistic cynicism of totalitarianism is prepared by the 
fatigued cynicism of modern democracies, which are dominated by 
skepticism and relativism. The statesmen of the democracies no 
longer imagine that anyone takes seriously his own program. One 
read Hitler’s Mein Kampf and was surprised as Hitler started to 
realize his aims. 


Vv 


What are the relations between the Catholic church and totali- 
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tarianism? As a starting point for the answer to this question the 
first encyclical letter of Pope Pius XII should be used. In this 
encyclical we read: “The radical and ultimate cause of the evils 
which we deplore in modern society is the denial and rejection of 
a universal norm of morality as well for individual and social life as 
for international relations. We mean the disregard so common 
nowadays and the forgetfulness of the natural law itself, which has 
its foundation in God.” Among the consequences of this forget- 
fulness the pope enumerates excessive nationalism, which overlooks 
the unity of humanity and is therefore opposed to true patriotism. 
The deified nation replaces the solidarity of the human race. Then, 
the forgetfulness of the natural law produces wrong concepts about 
the functions of authority. They “accord the civil authority an 
unrestricted field of action that is at the mercy of the changeful tide 
of human will or of the dictates of casual historical claims and of 
the interests of the few. Once the authority of God and the sway 
of the law are denied in this way, the civil authority as an inevitable 
result tends to attribute to itself that absolute autonomy which 
belongs exclusively to the Supreme Maker. It puts itself in the place 
of the Almighty and elevates the state or group into the last end of 
life, the supreme criterion of the moral and juridical order, and 
therefore forbids every appeal to the principles of natural reason 
and of the Christian conscience.” These statements of the Holy 
Father criticize the totalitarian state which elevates itself or the 
determining group to ultimate ends of life, and therefore puts the 
relations between states as well as among the state and social groups 
on a wrong basis. It has to be noted that according to the pope 
“false principles do not always exercise their full influence, espe- 
cially when age-old Christian traditions remain deeply even if 


unconsciously rooted in their hearts.” Probably Italy is meant by 
this sentence. 


Criticism of the totalitarian state by the church is, as we see, 
not directed against it as being opposed to modern democracies. 
The church is neutral toward political regimes as such. The church 
criticizes the totalitarian state as a product of modern secularization 
and of the turn toward immanentism. The religious and ethical 
basis of politics is rejected in the totalitarian state; the power poli- 
tics are the “ultimate end” of the existence; the state is not only 
the “societas perfecta” in its order but the “‘societas perfecta” in an 
absolute sense. The state (or the movement bearing the state) is 
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the present god; the racial substance of the people or the national 
myth or the classless society decides exclusively what the common 
good is. It determines exclusively the aim of education and the aim 
of marriage. It is opposed to birth control for naturalistic reasons: 
children are increasing the power of the state. The church is 
either believed to be completely superfluous, as an institution deflect- 
ing society from its true end, or it is used only as a psychological 
instrument useful for the domination of the masses. 

These remarks characterize not only the attitude of the Catholic 
church toward the totalitarian state but also the attitude of the 
totalitarian movements toward the church. The communistic type 
is aiming at the open abolition of the church; the nationalistic aims 
at the negation of the church as an independent institution, as a 
“societas perfecta” in the spiritual realm. The factors which 
prevent a radical realization of this tendency in Italy do not exist 
in Germany; Italy has a Catholic tradition, whereas in Germany 
there exists besides the Catholic church Protestant denominations, 
and therefore the national socialistic movement tries to create not 
only a political but a religious unity by the national myth. 


VI 


The totalitarian movements do not overcome secularization; 
they are new accentuations of the turn toward immanentism, 
typical of modern history. We observe in this turn the following 
four degrees: 

First, religious unity, represented during the Middle Ages by 
the church, is severed from the political order. The states 
develop into independent beings; that is the meaning of the divine 
rights of kings. But the unity of the human race is maintained by 
rational arguments and by common Christian traditions. 


Secondly, absolutistic states are opposed by abstract individual 
rights and by the foundation of political unity upon the national 
factor. Human unity is based more or less on naturalistic-senti- 
mental feelings or antireligious, rational arguments. 

Thirdly, liberal and national democratic states are opposed by 
economic criticism. The self-sufficient society of economic equality 
replaces the spiritual and idealistic humanity. The religions are 
completely superfluous, also as a private belief. The movement 
aiming at the self-sufficient society can do everything; the totalitar- 
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ian state of the proletariat dictatorship comes into existence. 

Fourthly, disappointment produced by the humanitarian na- 
tionalism and the Marxian totalitarianism has aroused belief in a 
new unity; one no longer emphasizes liberty of the individual, but 
the order embracing the individual. The new center of life is the 
totalitarian nation; it differs from eighteenth- and nineteenth- 
century nationalism in that it rises not in opposition to absolutistic 
and authoritarian states, but against the modern democracy; meta- 
physics and religions are judged according to their usefulness for 
the nationalistic center. The rationalistic belief in the unity of the 
human race disappears; the national power, justified as power of 
the superior race or nation, pushes the question of the unity of 
humanity into the background. The new nationalism of the nine- 
teenth century is not interested in the economic rights of the in- 
dividual but is using economics as a means to increase power. 
Politics and religion are amalgamated but the determining factor 
in this amalgam is power politics. 

And now a few concluding remarks: Modern democracies had 
a neutral attitude towards religion; the individual could select the 
church which he liked. This neutrality is thus far changed in the 
totalitarian systems, as the church activity is limited by the dictates 
of the political religion. We are living today in, a historical period 
(at least in many parts of the world) during which the individ- 
ualistic form of a public neutrality toward the justification of the 
political order appears no longer to suffice; but one does not return 
to the arms of the church, mildly expecting the prodigal sons, but 
one accepts the terrifying embraces of the Leviathan. These 
Leviathans are caricatures of the true order of society, for they 
realize an “order” without true aim. And therefore the order 
becomes only an instrument of perpetual insecurity and of power 
conflicts without end. The “order” of the totalitarian system is a 
justification of the domination of one particular group, a technical 
means for power. The pseudo-order cannot be identified with the 
true order which is peace based on justice and charity. The danger 
of modern democracies is in delivering God to the wishes of the 
individual. The totalitarian systems either replace God by the 
closed, self-sufficient immanentism of the society, or they misuse the 
famous sentence of the New Testament: ‘Render to Caesar the 
things that are Caesar’s and to God the things that are God’s.” 
The totalitarian Caesar decides what can be given to God. God 
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is no longer the aim of the political unity but its means. He is, as 
its mythical expression, its servant and instrument. The society is 
not reflecting God; God is the reflection of the society. The 
totalitarian regime adores the god produced by itself. Thus, in the 
last instance, if it uses the name of God, it adores its own image 
deifying itself. 


